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REMARKS 



The Office Action dated October 4, 2002 was due January 4, 2003. With a one- 
month extension of time, the due date has now been extended to February 4, 2003. Filed 
simultaneously herewith is a one-month extension of time for the present application. 

On page 2 of the Office Action, the Examiner has memorialized in writing the 
Restriction Requirement dated September 20, 2002. At that time, applicants elected Group 

I, claims 1-15 drawn to a woven textile with a graphic impression. The method claims 16 
- 20 have subsequently been withdrawn from further consideration by the Examiner as 
being drawn to a non-elected invention. 

With this response, claims 1 - 20 have been cancelled and new claims 21-28 are 
submitted herewith. These new claims are significantly more narrow in scope than the 
originally filed claims. 

On page 3, paragraph 5 of the Office Action, the Examiner objects to the drawing as 
failing to contain reference numeral 18 which is mentioned on page 9 of the specification. 
The drawing has been corrected and is submitted simultaneously herewith showing 
reference numeral 18. 

On page 3, paragraph 6 of the Office Action, the Examiner objects to claims 6, 8, 10, 

I I, 14, and 15 under 35 U.S.C. 1 12 as being indefinite relative to "the class" and "said area" 
and "said impression". Claims 1 - 20 have been cancelled and these rejections are moot. 
Nevertheless, with respect to claim 6, the Examiner states "that there is insufficient 
antecedent basis for the class". This is a Markush Group claim and no antecedent basis is 
necessary for "the class". The Examiner states that there is no support for "said area". In 
fact claim 3, from which claim 10 depends, does describe a central area. Lastly, the 
Examiner states in claim 1 1 that there is no support for "said impression". Claim 1 calls for 
a graphic impression. 
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On page 4, paragraphs 1 1 and 12 the Examiner has rejected claims 1-15 under the 
judicially created doctrine of double patenting in view of application 09/747,529 and 
09/837,093 respectfully. In view of the fact that these rejections are provisional rejections, 
no response is necessary at this time. However should either of these applications issue and 
the claims are still in conflict, a terminal disclaimer will be filed. 

On page 5, paragraph 14, the Examiner rejects claims 1 - 4, 7, 9, and 13-15 under 
35 U.S. C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Hobson. In view of the cancellation of these 
claims, this rejection is no longer pertinent. Nevertheless, a few comments concerning 
Hobson are appropriate. Hobson discloses printing certain desired patterns on yarns. Those 
yarns are then wound on a beam, and the beam is taken to a loom where the textile is woven. 
On the other hand, the present invention applies a graphic impression on a completed woven 
fabric. This is different than Hobson. 

On page 6, paragraph 15, the Examiner has rejected claims 1, 2, 14, and 15 under 35 
U.S.C. 102(e) as been anticipated by Carpenter et al. The Examiner states that Carpenter et 
al. disclose applying a printed pattern to Jacquard woven fabric. Again, these claims have 
been cancelled in favor of new claims. However, Carpenter et al., like Hobson, teaches 
printing a pattern on yarns which are then woven into a fabric. Carpenter does not teach 
printing a pattern on woven fabric as suggested by the Examiner. Carpenter et al. is 
equivalent to U.S. Patent to Wildeman et al. cited by applicant on page 3 of the 
specification. 

On page 7, paragraph 17 the Examiner has rejected claims 5, 6, 8, and 10-12 under 
35 U.S.C. 103 as being unpatentable over Hobson. In view of the new claims, it is 
submitted that this rejection is no longer pertinent. 

On page 7, paragraph 18 of the Office Action the Examiner has rejected claims 3-8 
and 10-13 under 35 U.S.C. 103 as being unpatentable over Carpenter et al. In view of the 
new claims, it is submitted that this rejection is no longer pertinent. 
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In view of the amendments to the claims and in light of the above remarks, it is 
submitted that the present application is now in condition for allowance and such is 
earnestly solicited. 



GNC/mh 

Attorney Docket 3129 



Respectfully submitted, 




Gregory N. Clements 
Attorney for Applicant 
Registration No. 30,713 
DOUGHERTY, CLEMENTS & HOFER 
1901 Roxborough Road, Suite 300 
Charlotte, North Carolina 2821 1 
Telephone: (704) 366-6642 
Facsimile: (704) 366-9744 
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Claims 1 - 20 have been cancelled. 
Claims 21-28 have been added. 

2 1. A .owe! hmin r ^ BriaUma|| 0Bt pntna hy , W1v k ^ jgggl ^^ 
m^Ao ^r side is woven with ^ flr . U glgL ^ ental „ on _ _ ; _ 



3. The prod,,, of chip,,, ^fe ^,^ ^^J^, 
digital lmaping. or heat transferring 61 



area 



other side and said rentnl area on .aid ^ n Krltf rn , r|| 

colors, neither being said firct n 0 r said Sftr „ nH M}nr 

~ ^ Product of claim ?S whnrninsaidbor der is solid or a natt.m 
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,-, The- nm H„« of claim 26^ rrin -nid j^n, is elected from fl^hMmMllMf 

silhouettes^ ^ H T f™ anima! shapes, — IlJU 

university mascots. 



28. 



jj^mrtnrt nf " ****** ^id toweljs sheared and bloomed. 



7 



